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'oar Dr. Rhonda, 

Mr. Angel’a latter of 7/l says It "Is In reply to " nine of J,*y BO, but 
It roolly Isn’t, la not responsive, ana oca purposes 1 ssa loft to surmise, tne most 
obvious of several being to misinform If not actually deceive othere inside to* 
Government to wnoa copies might be sent. 

On more than one occasion, letters to mo from your agency hovs, in oca 
•ay or another, atntei or ouggeatod that what I wrote was not In accord with foot. 

The contrary as x hfvs on more then one occasion, told you, 1« the cess. i«y letter of 
rofsronoe addressed one such cobs. You hod said I had not hod w s;aalnl picture of 
tuo boas of Bullet 399 made for me, and you cl&ime 1 to hsva neither xx a record of 
king It or e copy of it. You tnan clcir-td the unseemly delay In nuking r. copy was 
tocuuee I nadn' t given you an electro static copy, which also was not In accord with 
the truth, as the letter of 7/1/70 acknowledges ''hi 1 a scemlnG not to 4c so. 

The most cscubI conparleon of ray loiter end Wr. Angela should disclose 
to you that his ie a non cequetur, going Into ill eorts of lrrslevanclos and In no 
way rnswering to vraat I charged in the tnlxd paragraph of the letter, the stated 
parpcca of the latter, ...”tho spurious reonona given me for not having provided 
tue picture i had repeatedly saked for over a 10 % period of Umer'ne did r.ot 
prepare the photograph scrlior beenuse ^<e did not receive the electrostatic copy 
or rough sketch of tue photpgrsph wnlch »e requested you to send’," 

; orec.v«.r, hr. Angel's letter grossly mi represents your letter of '-aroh 
12, 1970, saying of lt,"You also requested another photograph of the base of the 
bullet in Ch 399 (sic)..." It ie true that 1 did, leter, ask for another pnotogr apn, 
and tuat it Is not idontleal, the reason for wanting u second photograph, but tnie 
la not what you said March 13 . Rother than paraphrasing, us Mr. Migel does. I'll 
quote you directly; "To the best of our kno-vlelge, *e h«ve never taken a special 
photograph of CJi 399ffor you. If you will send us an electrostatic copy of lie photo- 
graph to which you refer, we nay be able to identify the negative Just as we identified 
the negative we fccik for Dr. Nichols." Yot attoehraent A with iir. Angel’s letter is 
exactly that photocopy hla letter acknowledges I ted sent 12/12/39, months oerllo r. 

I sia pr-pere;, should it Interest you and eorve any useful purpose, sa s 
consequence of tee tine-consuilng futility you osked of ns , a review of our corres- 
pondence, to show you other cases .here th;? errors allegedly mine are not. In this 
cere. I note tne response Is not over ycur signature. 


dlncer ;ly. 
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